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Morgan D Hodgson B^O Connecticut Avenue, NW 

iei 202.429.6219 Washington, DC 20036-!795 

lax 202,26!,y82l Tel 202.4293000 

mhodgson-gsieptoe.com Fax 202.4293902 

sceptoe.com 



Mav 30, 2006 



VIA E-MAiL 

Elaine Charlson Bredehoft, Esquire 
Charlson Bredehoft & Cohen, P.C. 
1 1260 Roger Bacon Drive 
Suite 201 
Reston, VA 20190 

He: Gaujacq v. Electricite De France International North America, inc., et al., 
t.S.D.C. for the District of Columbia, No. l:05CV0969 (JGP) 

Dear iilaine: 

1 write on behalf of ail Defendants to raise several concerns about the sufficiency of 
Plaintiffs Objections and Responses to Defendants' Second Request for Production of 
Documents to Plaintiff, which we received late Friday afternoon. Given the time sensitivity 
associated with much of this infomiation and the nearness of the rebuttal expert report deadline, 
we have turned our attention to it immediately. We need to discuss very promptly your 
willingness to supplement certain answers so as not to imperil the current schedule.. 

Request Nos. 1 and 2: Request No. 1 seeks a copy of Plaintiff s passport and associated 
stamps. You objected on relevance grounds, which is difficult to understand given the disputes 
to date and conilicting deposition testimony over Plaintiffs travel schedule, as well as the 
e.Ktensive discover)-' Plaintiff has propounded regarding the travel schedule of defendant 
Christian Nadal. The response to Request No. 2 (a slightly broader request for documents 
showing Plaintiffs travel) is similar, if you have produced iess than all the documents sought we 
would ask that you produce these documents on your client's behalf. 

Request No . 3: This request seeks documents provided to or reviewed by Plaintiffs 
experts. Your response states that these documents have previously been produced. To the 
contrary, on May 1 1. 2006 and May 23, 2006 we have specificany brought lo your attention 
several documents relied upon by Mr, Demehick that did not bear Bates numbers and have not 
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Blaine Charlson Bredehoft 
May 30, 2006 



been produced by Plaintiff (see also the end of the list included in Mr. Demchick's report). 
These are documents to which Defendants are unquestionably entitled, and Ihey have relevance 
to expert analysis that is currently underw^ay. Please produce such materials immediately. 

Re quest No, 4: This request seeks all records of Plaintiff s consultation, examination, 
diagnosis or ireatmeni by any medical personnel from June 2000 to the present, expressly 
including documents in the possession of such medical personnel. The request is directly 
relevant to Plaintiffs claims of emotional distress and ^'Major Depression" and the responsive 
documents arc needed by our expert witness. Plaintiff has offered unsupportable objections 
regarding burden, relevance and privilege and provided in response only a single cancelled check 
which appears to relate to a medical appomtment in Spring 2006 and one document which 
appears lo relate to a medical appointment in Summ.er 2004. 

From her deposition testimony Defendants are already aware that Plaintiff underwent 
surgery in the fall of 2004, and from the Entergy deposition it is clear that she was required to 
complete a full medical examination in connection with her employment at Entergy. Beyond 
that, it would seem likely that Plaintiff would have consuHed healthcare providers over the years 
in question, including annual exams, sick visits, etc. Information sent to Plaintiff from or 
recorded by such providers is likely to include relevant observations (or lack of observations) 
regarding her health. Information both before and during her claimed period of mental illness is 
needed to assess whether Plaintiffs claims that Defendants' alleged conduct caused her claim of 
Major Depression can be substantiated. 

Particulariy troubling about Plaintiffs failure to produce responsive records that she and 
her health care providers have (records she controls by law) was your silence in the face of 
correspondence from Defendants on April 26, and yet again on May 4, 2006, expressing our 
expectation that Plaintiff would be producing these documents and explaining the importance of 
this information and the need to have it early in order to maintain the expert discovery schedule. 
When the Court at the May 15 status conference asked if there were other matters to address, you 
said nothing about your plan to attempt to deny Defendants this infomiation -- an issue which had 
already been highlighted by our letters and could tiave been addressed with the Court. At this 
time, we ask for full and immediate production of all responsive documents already in Plaintiffs 
possession (such as bills, explanations of benefits, calendars and other documents concerning 
these matters). As to the medical records which are in Plaintiffs control but which may not now 
be in her possession (because she made no effort to collect the documents within her control), we 
will need an undertaking from you and Plaintiff to collect such responsive documents and to 
produce them, and, if necessary, a concomitant agreed-upon extension of the date for our rebuttal 
expert's report. 

I recognize that there may be specific health records and documentation of which 
IDefendants arc unaware that may pose particular privacy issues for Ms. Gaujacq. If such is the 
case with Plaintiff, wc are more than willing to work with you to reach a mutually satisfactory 
accommodation for any documents that are not absolutely necessar>^ - for example, redacting the 
specifics of diagnoses that do not bear on her claims of m.ental illness or notes thai reveal 
medical information that Plaintiff legitimately believes is verv^ sensitive and will not reasonablv 
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Elaine Charlson Bredehoft 
May 30, 2006 

lead lo the discovery of admissible evidence in this case. Please be prepared when we meet and 
confer to address whether such circumstances exist. 

Request Nos. 7 and 16: Request No. 7 seeks documents relating to any residence 
maintained by Plaintiff in France from January 1, 2000 to date. Without limitation, this 
infonnation is relevant lo an analysis of Plaintiffs damages claims, particularly since part of her 
claim includes compensation based on the payment by EOF of housing expenses for expatriates 
scr\ang abroad. Documents regarding any residence in France are also relevant for comparisons 
of the net benefit to Plaintiff under various damages scenarios. Again, immediate production is 
necessary if damage lo the expert discovery schedule is to be avoided. Plaintiffs objections and 
complete failure to respond lo Request No. 16 are deficient for the same basic reasons. 

Request No. 10: Request 10 seeks Plaintiffs credit card statements for 2004 and 2005, 
and Plaintiff has made no production in response. Once again, given Plaintiffs own document 
production requests for the same or similar documents, it is difficult to believe that the Court 
would entertain such a blanket relevance objection. In any event, without limitation, these 
documents may lead to discovery of admissible evidence concerning Plaintiffs whereabouts 
during the periods in question, the lack of effect on Plaintiff of claimed actions with respect to 
her HDl-'INA charge privileges, and information relating to expenses she claims as elements of 
her damages in this case. The objection should be withdrav^-'n and full production made 
immediately, particularly in light of the Court-ordered resumption of Plaintiff s deposition on 
Friday, June 2, to inquire, inter alia, about Plaintiffs damage claims. 

Request No . 1 1 : This request seeks documents about Plaintiffs benefits at Entergy 
Nuclear, Inc. The fact that documents are obtainable or have been obtained from Entergy is not 
a valid objection. As to documents that are exact duplicates of documents that have been 
produced by Entergy pursuant to subpoena, please advise w^hieh such documents are in 
Plaintiffs' possession, custody, or control, and no duplicative production will be necessary. 
However, Defendants are entitled to receive all other responsive documents in Plaintilfs 
possession, custody or control, vv'hether or not subject to the Entergy subpoena or produced by 
Entergy, Again, as with several other Requests, such information is needed for Plaintiffs 
deposition scheduled for Friday, June 2, as well as for our damages expert's rebuttal report due 
June 15,2006. 

Requests Nos- 13. 14, 18 : In these responses Plaintiff states, after objections: "Without 
waiving objections, none in PlainiitTs possession." (emphasis added) Request No. 14, which 
seeks, inter alicK a tape recording Plaintiff concedes she made of a telephone conversation with 
one of DefeBdants' executives, is one of the Requests lo which this response is given. As you 
will recall, at deposition Plaintiff said she taped the telephone call but could not locate it. As 
stated, such a response that is limited to documents in one's possession is overly narrow in that it 
does not address documents that may be in the possession of others but under Plaintiffs control 
(or custody), which are required to be produced as well under the discovery rules, For example, 
Defendants are entitled to the tape recording if it can be located not only in her possession, but in 
the possession of her husband or any third party who assisted in making the recording. If 
responsive documents exist within Plaintiffs control or custody that respond to any of the above 
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Eiaine Charison Bredehoft 
May 30, 2006 

Requests they should be secured and produced immediately whether or not they are currently in 
her "possession." 

Given the time sensitivity of these matters and their potential effects on a schedule 
predicated on the expectation of full and complete answers to discovery timely served, ptease 
advise as to your avaijabiiity, and/or the availability of your colleague Ms. Quiit. for a meet and 
confer conference to be scheduled on Wednesday. May 31. Email is the quickest way for you to 
reach me tomorrow, 

I appreciate your anticipated cooperation and look forward to hearing from you. 



Sincerely, 



^yyicn^M-'V^' 






Morgan D, Hodgson 



cc: Dorothea Regal 
Randi May 
David Clark 
Kathy Quill 
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Hodgson, Morgan 

From: Elaine Bredehoft [ebredehoft@chaftsonbredehoft.com] 

Sent: Wednesday, May 31 , 2006 1 :1 3 PM 

To: Hodgson, Morgan 

Cc: Kathy Quill; DRegal@hnrlaw.conri; Ciark, David; RM ay @ hnriaw.com 

Subject: RE: Piease see attached letter re: plaintifTs discovery responses 

Morgan: I received your letter and am in the process of communicating with my ciient about the issues you have 
raised, i hope to have some answers for you shortly. In the event we are unable to resoive our differences, which 
I am hopeful we are abie to, i can be available early Monday morning for a conference call, perhaps 8:00 or 8:30 
a.m.? I have depositions tomorrow and will be in your offices on Friday for the Gaujacqs' depositions. In the 
event we have time, perhaps we can talk then. Elaine 

Original Message- — 

From: Hodgson, Morgan [malito:MHodgson@steptoe.com] 

Sent: Wednesday, May 31, 2006 1:05 PM 

To: Elaine Bredehoft 

Cc: Kathy Quill; DRegal@hnriaw.com; Clark, David; RMay@hnrfaw.com 

Subject: FW: Piease see attached letter re: plaintiffs discovery responses 

Importance: High 

Dear Elaine: 

Having followed the email traffic this morning that you have sent both counsel for defendants and 
counsel for RJR and Dr. Fellows I assume you have seen the attached email that I sent to you 
yesterday regarding Plaintiffs' response to Defendants' 2d set of document requests. 1 attach It 
again for your convenience. 

As indicated therein, we ask for a meet and confer conference today. Since I have not heard from 
you I want to again request such a conference, either with you or either of your colleagues, Mr. 
Wickwire or Ms. Quill, or at least a call from you to schedule a conference. We are at the end of fact 
discovery and need to resoive promptly to see whether we can reach agreement on the issues 
raised in our letter or whether we need to move to compel. 

Thank you, and i look forward to hearing from you shortly. 

Morgan 

Morgan D, Hodgson 
Steptoe & Johnson up 
1330 Connecticut Avenue NW 
Washington, DC 20036 
202.429.6219 (voice) 
202.261.9821 (fax) 



from: Hodgson, Norgan 

Sent: Tuesday, fAsy 30, 2006 10:S5 PM 

To; Elaine Charlson Bredehoft (ebredehGft@chartsonbredehoft,com); 'kqyllf@char!sonb.i'edshoft.com' 
Cc: DRegai@hnriaw.com; Clark, David; 'RMay-@hnriaw,com' 



6./ 16/2006 



FW: Plefif lielffilffid^ftmet^^MntifRPfflffl^Efr^^rfe^onstiiled 06/1 6/2006 Page 8 p|^2 of 2 



Subject: Please see attached ietter re: piaintiff s discovery responds 



«Letter to Us. Bredehoft re 2nd Document Request Responses. pdf» 

Morgan D. Hodgson 
Steptoe & Johnson LLP 
1330 Connecticut Ave- NW 
Washington, D.C. 20036-1795 
202.429.6219 (voice) 
202.261.9821 (desktop fax) 



*********** 



6/16/2006 
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTIOCT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 



) 
CATHERINE GAUJACQ ) 

) 
Plaintifi, ) 



V- ) No, 1:05CV0969(JGP) 

) 
EI .EC rRlCriE DE FRANCE ) 

INTERNATIONAL NORTH AMERICA, ) 

INC , et al ) 

) 
Defendant ) 

™— . ) 

PLAINTIFF'S OBJECTIONS AND RESPONSES TO DEFENDANTS^ SECOND 
REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS TO PLAINTIFF 

Plaintiff, Catherine Gaujacq ("Ms Gaujacq"), pursuant to the Rule 34 of the Tedeml 

Rules of Civil Pioceduie, hereby objects and responds to Defendants' Second Request for 

Production of Documents as follows. 

GENERAL OBJECTIONS 

The following objections apply to the Requests as a whole, and to each of the separate 
Requests . 

The provision or identification of any document oi information in connection with this 
response does not constitute an admission that such document or infotmation is relevant to any 
issue in this case oi is admissible al ttial of this action 

1 Ms Gaujacq objects to the Requests to the extent they would lequiie Ms. Gaujacq 

to provide oi reveal the contents o! any document oi information privileged from disclosure 
pmsuani to the attorney-client piivilege, the qualified immunity provided to litigation woik 
product, or any othet applicable privilege Ms Gaujacq will not provide such information 
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Viitually eveiy document request that uses the teim "concerning" therefore includes an attorney- 
client and woik pioduct objection, because any communication with counsel relating to that 
issue, including communication to prepaie discovery responses, would presumably be responsive 
10 these lequests This same use of the term concerning, coupled with "All documents," also 
draws the objection ot overly bioad and not relevant. Notwithstanding the above, for those 
responses Plaintiff will be providing documents, Plaintiff will not be producing those which are 
piivileged or protected, or are fat a&id of relevant issues in the case. 

2. Ms. Gaujacq objects to the Requests to the extent they seek to impose a duty 
to supplement in addition to that requited by the Rules Ms Gaujacq will supplement hei 
responses lo the extent required by law 

REQUESTS FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS 

1. A copy of Plaintiffs passport including all stamps, if any, reflecting travel to 
any country outside of the United States for the entire year of 2004. 

OBJECTION : Plaintiff objects to this Request on the grounds that the information 
sought is neither relevant to any issue in this litigation, not reasonably calculated to lead to the 
discovery of admissible evidence 

RESPONSE: Without waiving objections, please see documents Bates stamp nos 
2529 - 2532 Othei documents pioduced may also be responsive to this Request, 

2. Documents sufficient to show Plaintiffs travel to any and all countries 
outside the United States during 2004. 

OBJECTION : Plaintiff objecls to this Request on the grounds that it is overly bioad, 

unduly burdensome, and that the information sought is neither relevant to any issue in this 

litigation, noi reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery ol admissible evidence 
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RESPONSE; Without waiving objections, please see Plantiff s response to Request No 
1 Othei documents produced may also be responsive to this Request, 

3. To the extent not already produced, all documents provided to ot reviewed 
by either or both of Plaintiff's proposed expert witnesses, Liza H. GoJd, M.D. and Neil 
Demchick, CPA, CBA, CVA, CRIIA, respectively, in connection with the preparation of the 
proposed experts' reports. 

OBJECTION: Plaintiff objects to this Request on the grounds that it is duplicative and 
harassing . 

liESPONSE: Without waiving objections, responsive documents were previously 
produced, 

4. All documents concerning any consultation, examination, diagnosis or 
treatment sought or obtained from any and all medical professionals, including but not 
limited to, physicians, nurses, paramedics ot other paraprofessionals, physical therapists, 
psychiatrists, psychologists, psycho pharmacologists, psycho-therapists, or any other 
medical providers or social workers (hereafter "medical personneP') (a) with whom either 
Plainfiir communicated and/or (b) from whom Plaintiff sought and/or received treatment 
concerning any physical, mental or emotional conditions from June 2000 to the present. 
Included in this request are any of Plaintiffs medical records currently within the 
possession, custody or control of any medical personnel. 

OBJECTION: Plaintil^ objects to this Request on the grounds that it is overly broad, 
unduly burdensome, and that the information sought is neither relevant to any issue in this 
litigation, noi reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence Plaintiff 
also objects to this Request to the extent it seeks information protected by the attorney-client 
piiviiege, and on the grounds that this Request invades protected litigation work product and 
would require disclosure of core opinion work product and mental impression of counsel, which 
is prohibited by Fed RXiv^P 26(b)(3) 

RESPONSE: Without waiving objections, please see document Bates stamp no 
2533 Other documents produced may also be responsive to this Request 
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5. All documents concetDing the embarrassment, humiliatioD, severe mental 
anguish, stress, pain and sufiering, emotional pain, and loss of enjoyment of life, as alleged 
in the Complaint. 

OBJECTION : Plaintiff objects to Ihis Request on the grounds that it is overly broad and 
unduly buidensome Plaintiff also objects to this Request to the extent it seeks information 
protected by the attorney-client piivilege, and on the grounds that this Request invades protected 
litigation work product and would require disclosme of core opinion woik product and mental 
impressionofcounsei, which is prohibited by Fed R Civ P. 26(b)(3) 

RESPONSE: Without waiving objections, please see documents Bates stamp nos. 
1 - 2542 

6. All documents concerning any diagnosis of "major depression" or any other 
psychological, mental or emotional condition from June 2000 to the present 

OBJECTION : Plaintiff objects to this Request on the grounds that it is overly broad, 
unduly buidensome, and that the infoimation sought is neither relevant to any issue in this 
litigation, nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discoveiy of admissible evidence Plaintiff 
also objects to this Request to the extent it seeks infoimation protected by the attorney-client 
privilege, and on the giounds that this Request invades protected litigation work product and 
would require disclosure of core opinion work product and mental impiession of counsel, which 
is prohibited by Fed. R Civ P 26(b)(3) 

RESPONSE: Without waiving objections, none in Plaintiffs possession 

7. AI! documents concerning any residence owned or otherwise maiatained by 
you in France over the period of January 1, 2000 fo date, including but not limited to deeds, 
mortgages, leases, and payments. 

OBJECTION : Plaintiff objects lo this Request on the grounds that it is ovcily broad, 

unduly buidensome, and that the infoimation sought is ncithei relevant to any issue in this 

litigation, not reasonably calculated to lead to the discoveiy of admissible evidence 
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RESPONSE: Plaintiff stands on hei objections. 

8. A copy of your 2005 tax rettira and all schedules and worksheets. 
OBJECTION : Plaintiff objects to this Request on the grounds that the infoimation 

sought is neithei relevant to any issue in this litigation, nor reasonably calculated to lead to the 
discovery of admissible evidence 

RESPONSE: Without waiving objections, please see doctrments Bates stamp nos 
2534 - 2542 Othei documents prodnced may also be lesponsive to this Request. 

9. A!I calendars oi othei documents showing travel dates and/or meetings for 
2004 and 2005. 

OBJECTION : Plaintiff objects to this Request on the grounds that it is oveily broad, 
unduly burdensome, and that the infoimation sought is neithci relevant to any issue in this 
litigation, noi reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence Plaintiff 
also objects to this Request to the extent it seeks infoimation piotected by tiie attorney-client 
privilege, and on the grounds that this Request invades protected litigation work product and 
would icquire disclosure of core opinion work product and mental impiession of counsel, which 
is prohibited by Fed. R Civ P 26(b)(3) 

RESPONSE: Without waiving objections, please see documents Bates stamp nos 
2509 - 2528 Other documents pioduced may also be lesponsive to this Request 

10. All credit card statements for any account in Plaintiffs name or on which 
Plaintiff was authorized to incur charges for each month in the years 2004 and 2005. 

OBJECTION : Plaintiff objects lo this Request on the gi'ounds that it is oveily broad, 
unduly buidensome, and that the infoimation sought is neither relevant to any issue in this 
litigation, noi reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence 

RESPONSE: Plaintiff stands on hci objections 
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li, AU documents concerning any employee benefits Plaintiff receives pursuant 
to her employment at Entergy Nuclear, Ine., including but sot limited to peisonnel 
manuals, life insurance documentation, health insurance documents, summary plan 
descriptions, short or long term disability plans, employment letters and contracts, 
retirement benefits, 401(k) piograms, and all payments received from Entergy Nuclear or 
any other person or entity reimbursing and/or paying directly for travel by you or travel 
related services or meals received by you from January 2005 to the present. 

OBJECTION : Plaintiff objects to this Request on the gi'ounds that it is overly bioad and 
undixly buidensome Plaintiff also objects to this Request to the extent it seeks infoimation 
protected by the attorney-client piivilege, and on the gromids that this Request invades protected 
litigation woik product and would require disclosure of core opinion woik pioduct and mental 
impiession ofcounsel, which is prohibited by Fed R. Civ. P, 26(b)(3). 

RESPONSE: Without waiving objections, Plaintiff refers to the documents produced by 
Enteigy Nucleai, Inc.. Othei documents produced may also be responsive to this Request, 

12. Copies of all information translerrcd from your EDFfNA laptop to your new 
computer as referenced on page 24 of your deposition. 

OBJECTION : Plaintiff objects to this Request on the grounds that it is overly btoad, 
unduly buidensome, and that the infoimation sought is neithei relevant to any issue in this 
litigation, noi reasonably calculated to lead to the discoveiy of admissible evidence, Plaintiff 
also objects to this Request to the extent it seeks infoimation ptotected by the attorney-client 
privilege, and on the grounds that this Request invades protected litigation work pioduct and 
would require disclosure of core opinion woik product and mental impiession of counsel, which 
is prohibited by Fed, R Civ P 26(b)(3) 

RESPONSE: Without waiving objections, responsive documents were pieviously 
produced 

13. Al! documents concerning your husband's efforts to find work in the United 
States as testified to at page 264 of your deposition, including by [sic| not limited to 



Case 1:05-cv-00969-HHK Document 74-3 Filed 06/16/2006 Page 16 of 20 



resumes, applications, letters to and from potential employers, and any other documents 
reflecting any attempts to secure employment by other means. 

OBJECTION : Plaintiff objects to this Request on the grounds that it is ovexly broad, 
unduly biudensome, and that the infoimation sought is neithei' relevant to any issue in this 
litigation, noi leasonably calculated to lead to the discoveiy of admissible evidence Plainli tt 
also objects to this Request to the extent it seeks infoimation protected by the attorney-client 
privilege, and on the grounds that this Request invades piotected litigation work product and 
would requiie disclosuie of core opinion woik pioduct and mental impiession of counsel, which 
is prohibited by Fed R Civ P, 26(b)(3) 

RESPONSE: Without waiving objections, none in Plaintiffs possession, 

14. AH tape recorded conversations with any employee of EDF or EDFINA, or 
any other individual connected with this case, including your conversation with Fernando 
Ponasso as testified to at page 402 of your deposition. 

OBJECTION : Plaintiff objects to this Request on the grounds that it is overly bioad, 
unduly burdensome, and that the infoimation sought is neither relevant to any issue in this 
litigation, noi reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence, 

RESPONSE: Without waiving objections, none in Plaintiffs possession 

15. Any written communications with Pete Schneider of Enteigy Nuclear, Inc., 
as testified to at pages 434-435 of yom deposition, as well as any other documents reflecting 
efforts OR your part to find employment with any company other than EDF at any time 
since 2003, or otherwise responsive to the requests made at your deposition as indicated on 
page 436. 

OBJECTION : Plaintiff objects to this Request on the grounds that it is overly broad, 
unduly burdensome, and that the information sought is neither lelevant to any issue in this 
litigation, not reasonably calculated to lead to the discoveiy of admissible evidence 

RESPONSE: Without waiviag objections, responsive documents were previously 

produced 

7 
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16. All documents relatiag to the iurniture you had in France, incladmg but not 
limited to contracts or bills, which you referenced at page 452 of your deposition. 

OBJECTION : Plaintiff objects to this Request on the grounds that it is oveily bioad, 
unduly bmdensome, and that the infoimation sought is neither relevant to any issue in this 
litigation, not reasonably calculated to lead to the discoveiy of admissible evidence. Plaintiff 
also objects to this Request to the extent it seeks infoimation protected by the attorney-client 
piivilege, and on the giounds that this Request invades protected litigation work product and 
would require disclosure of core opinion work product and mental impression of counsel, which 
is prohibited by Fed R Civ P 26(b)(3) 

RESPONSE: Plaintiff stands on her objections 

17. All documents relating to any phone calls with Brian Fuller, including but 
not limited to the emails and memoranda rcfeiTcd to on page 522 of your deposition. 

OB,lECTION : Plaintiff objects to this Request on the giounds that it is overly broad, 
unduly burdensome, and that the infoimation sought is neither relevant to any issue in this 
litigation, nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence Plaintiff 
also objects to this Request to the extent it seeks information protected by the attorney-client 
piivilege, and on the grounds that this Request invades protected litigation work product and 
would requne disclosure of core opinion work product and mental impression of counsel, which 
is prohibited by Fed R. Civ. P. 26(b)(3) 

RESPONSE: Without waiving objections, responsive documents were previously 
produced . 

18. An electronic version of the spreadsheet referred to at pages 524-525 of your 
deposition. 

OBJECTION : Plaintiff objects to this Request on the grounds that it is overly broad and 
that the infoimation sought is neither relevant to any issue in this litigatfon, nor leasonabiy 
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calculated to lead to the discovety of admissible evidence, Plaintiff also objects to this Request 

to the extent it seeks infoimation protected by the attorney-client privilege, and on the gi'ounds 

that this Request invades protected litigation woik product and would requiie disclosuie of core 

opinion wotk product and mental impression of counsel, which is prohibited by Fed R Civ P, 

26(b)(3). 

RESPONSE: Without waiving objections, none in Plaintiffs possession 

19. All documents relating to your eHorts to secure employment at INPO as 
rcicrrcd to at pages 548, 552, and 553 of your deposition. 

OBJECTION : Plaintiff objects to this Request on the gioimds that it is overly bioad, 
unduly burdensome, and that the infoimation sought is neither relevant to any issue in this 
litigation, nor leasonably calculated to lead to the discoveiy of admissible evidence. Plaintiff 
also objects to this Request to the extent it seeks infoimation protected by the attorney-client 
piivilege, and on the giounds that this Request invades piotected litigation woik pioduct and 
would require disclosure of core opinion woik product and mental impiession ol counsel, which 
ispiohibitedbyFed R Civ P 26(b)(3), 

RESPONSE: Without waiving objections, responsive documents weie previously 
produced 
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May 26, 2006 Catherine Gaujacq, 

By Counsel 




Elaine Chailson Bredehoft 

D C Bat No 441425 

Kathleen Z, Quill 

D.C Bai No.. 489079 

CHARLSON BREDEHOFT & COHEN, PC, 

1 1260 Rogef Bacon Diive 

Suite 201 

Reston, Viiginia 20190 

(703)318-6800 

Counsel for Plainti0; 
Cathciine L, Gaujacq 



Case 1 :05-cv-00969-HHK Document 74-3 Filed 06/1 6/2006 Page 20 of 20 



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that I served the foregoing PLAINIIFF'S OBJECTIONS AND 
RESPONSES TO DEFENDANTS' SECOND REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION OF 
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